
Before t h e  Board of zoning Adjustment, D.C. 

PUBLIC HEARING -- August 24, 1966 

Appeal N o .  8855 Char les  & E l i z a b e t h  Gunther, a p p e l l a n t s .  

The zoning ~ d m i n i s t r a t o r  of t h e  D i s t r i c t  of ~ o l u m b i a ,  appe l l ee .  

On motion duly made, seconded and c a r r i e d  wi th  M r .  Davis 
d i s s e n t i n g ,  t h e  fo l lowing  o r d e r  was e n t e r e d  a t  t h e  meeting of t h e  
Board on August 31, 1966. 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER -- O c t .  17,  1966 

ORDERED : 

That t h e  appea l  f o r  a  va r i ance  from t h e  use  p rov i s ions  of  t h e  
R-5-D Distr ict  t o  permit  o f f i c e s  of a r c h i t e c t ,  d e n t i s t ,  doc to r ,  
eng inee r ,  lawyer, o r  s i m i l a r  p r o f e s s i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  and waiver of 
i nc reased  parking spaces  r e q u i r e d  a t  1507 - 22nd S t r e e t ,  NW., l o t  
25, square  67, be denied.  

FINDINGS OF FACT: 

(1) The p rope r ty  i s  improved wi th  a  b r i c k  b u i l d i n g  c o n s i s t i n g  
of a  ground f l o o r  and t h r e e  stories above. There a r e  2,672 square  
f e e t  i n  t h e  bu i ld ing .  

(2) Appel lan t  d e s i r e s  t o  use  t h e  b u i l d i n g  f o r  t h e  o f f i c e  of 
some p r o f e s s i o n a l  a c t i v i t y .  The p rope r ty  was purchased i n  1963. 

(3) The r eco rd  c o n t a i n s  an a f f i d a v i t  of t h e  p r i o r  owners 
s t a t i n g  t h a t  they  w e r e  p r a c t i t i o n e r s  of t h e  C h r i s t i a n  Science Church 
and conducted r ead ings ,  conferences  and l i b r a r y  f a c i l i t i e s .  I n  
a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  premises w e r e  made a v a i l a b l e  t o  i n d i v i d u a l s  and groups 
a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  C h r i s t i a n  Science movement f o r  meet ings ,  s tudy  
o r  conferences .  The p rope r ty  was used i n  t h i s  manner from 1961 
u n t i l  it was s o l d  February 4,  1966. 

(4)  On May 13,  1964 t h e  Zoning Commission rezoned t h i s  pro- 
p e r t y  from C-2 t o  R-5-D. 

(5) The b u i l d i n g  is  designed a s  a  s ing le - fami ly  dwel l ing.  
Appel lan t  s t a t e s  t h a t  it i s  impossible  t o  make t h e  b u i l d i n g  i n t o  
an apartment house. 



( 6 )  Appel lants  s t a t e  t h a t  they have t r i e d  t o  r e n t  t h e  
proper ty  through two r e a l  e s t a t e  f i rms  and have been unsuccessful .  
I t  is  aruged t h a t  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  r e n t i n g  t h e  property f o r  resi- 
d e n t i a l  purposes a r i s e s  from t h e  proximity t o  comercially zoned 
proper ty .  

(7 )  The Dupont C i r c l e  C i t i z e n s  Associat ion opposes t h e  
g ran t ing  of t h i s  appeal.  

OPINION: 

W e  a r e  of t h e  opinion t h a t  a p p e l l a n t s  have f a i l e d  t o  show an 
unusual o r  ex t rao rd ina ry  condi t ions  i n  t h i s  property which would 
j u s t i f y  a var iance  from t h e  Zoning Regulations.  Admittedly, t h e  
property can be used f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  purposes although it would 
be undes i rab le  from t h e  a p p e l l a n t s '  viewpoint. Appel lants  had an 
opportuni ty  t o  oppose t h e  change of zoning i n  t h i s  a r e a  and now 
t h a t  it i s  zoned r e s i d e n t i a l  it would be i n c o n s i s t e n t  with t h e  
zone plan f o r  t h e  Board t o  a l low t h e  proper ty  t o  be used f o r  
commercial purposes. I n  o rde r  t o  g r a n t  t h i s  appeal ,  t h e  Board 
would be compelled t o  s u b s t i t u t e  i t s  judgement f o r  t h e  judgment 
of t h e  Zoning Commission. This  t h e  Board i s  n o t  w i l l i n g  t o  do. 


